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Before:   GOODWIN, REINHARDT, and BEA, Circuit Judges.

Eduardo Flores Jimenez (“Eduardo”), his wife Guillermina Haro

Castellanos (“Guillermina”), and their son Eduardo Flores Haro (“Eduardo Jr.”),

all natives and citizens of Mexico, petition pro se for review of the Board of
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1Petitioners do not challenge the Board’s decision that the immigration
judge correctly denied Eduardo Jr.’s application on the basis that he did not have a
qualifying relative.

2

Immigration Appeals’ orders adopting and affirming an immigration judge’s

denial of their applications for cancellation of removal.  We lack jurisdiction to

review the Board’s discretionary determination that Eduardo and Guillermina

failed to establish the necessary “exceptional and extremely unusual hardship” to a

qualifying relative.  8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)(2)(B)(i); Martinez-Rosas v. Gonzales, 424

F.3d 926, 929-30 (9th Cir. 2005).  Petitioners’ contention that the Board failed “to

take into consideration all of the factors bearing on exceptional and extremely

unusual hardship in the aggregate” is not a colorable constitutional or legal claim

over which we have jurisdiction.  Id. at 930 (“[t]raditional abuse of discretion

challenges recast as alleged due process violations do not constitute colorable

constitutional claims that would invoke our jurisdiction.”).1

PETITION FOR REVIEW DISMISSED.
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